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Security for costs—Rule 1243— Costs of jformer action unpai

Want of authority. for security f:"r

Upon an application by the defendant under R}l|e 1243 ht against’. y
costs, upon the ground that the costs of a form'er action l;roufmaine unpa'in’
by the same plaintiff for the same cause, and discontinue ’h: by 2 solicitor
the plaintiff contended that the former action, though broug s
his name, was brought without his authority. i cidence of the < o‘

Held, that there should be no discussion as to the inci reps 10 get 1! ne
of a prior action, known to the plaintiff, when the' proper s la}imchin of t
these costs have not been taken by the plaintiff, prior to the
second action.

N. F. Davidson, for the plaintiff.

Aylesworth, Q.C., and F. J. Travers, for the defendant.
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IN RE TORONTO, HAMILTON AND BUFFALO R. W. CO AND ’
Appeal— Divisional Court— Railway Act—Order of f”dge—,l).eﬁ

A judge making an order under sec. 165 of the .I)omml:’ns acts, a
51 Vict,, c. 29, for payment out of Court of compensation m(:in :o,appea] v
the Court, but as persona designata by the statute; an CR
Divisional Court lies from his order. Therese, 16 >

Canadian Pacific R. W. Co. v. Little Seminary of Ste.
606, followed.

E. Martin, Q.C., for the land-owners.

D’'Arcy Tate, for the railway company.
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QUEEN 7. SIMPSON. RSO Ijg
Pharmacy Act—Keeping open shop— Unregistered druggrt s charge_d a;,,
The defendant being owner of a large departmental store w::ailin g, dis od
convicted under R.S.0. c. 151, sec. 24, for keeping open shop for ;4' a ea;he
sing and compounding poisons contrary to R,S.0. c. 151, s€C- d was u? ermist
that part of his store was set apart for the drug department ar;ertiﬁﬁd < : for
management and control of one Lusk, a duly qualified and giving ‘.“; hi$
registered under the Pharmacy Act, who dispensed the drugs, me 0 hi end”
the same on which the defendartt’s name was printed, and on sf’t e
own name was also printed with the word “ druggist” under lh the co™ 1 the
ant was never inside of the drug department nor interfel'.ed wi ent, wit (tio?
the business. Lusk purchased all the drugs on his own -’,ufig ma certai“ po
defendant’s money, who received the proceeds, Lusk receiving
for his remuneration under agreement with the defendant.



